Fax:5033561415 Mar 27 2007 7:53 P. 11 

App. No. 10/677,025 

Remarks 

The referenced patent application has been reviewed in light of the 
referenced Office Action. 

Claims 1-28 are pending in the referenced Application. Claims 1-28 are 
rejected. 

No claims are amended 

Claims 21-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent 6,138,239 to Veil (Veil). 

To sustain a claim rejection under 3 5 U.S.C. 1 02(b), each element of the 
rejected claim rejected must be disclosed or fairly suggested by the prior art 
reference. 

Claim 21 includes an element relating to a mnnitnrinp module further 
capable of monitoring and verifying software during runtime on a computer 
system. The Action asserts that Veil discloses this element of the claim at fig, 8, 
blocks 612 and 614 and at col. 2, lines 54-62. 

At blocks 612 and 61 4 of fig. 8, Veil may disclose a "security co- 
processor' 3 and a "DMA controller" And at col 2, lines 54-62, a description of the 
alleged functionality of the security co-processor of Veil is provided, including 
'"processing sensitive data," "mean for indicating a trust relationship," and for 
"executing an application utilizing sensitive data," generally. However, neither 
here nor in any other part of Veil is a module capable of mo nitoring a nd verifying 
software during runt ime ft computer system disclosed. Veil therefore does not 
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anticipate this element of claim 21 and as such this rejection of the claim cannot 
stand. 

Claims 22-28 each includes the same element as discussed with reference 
to claim 21 above. By the same argument as made above for claim 21, the 
rejections of claims 22-28 as anticipated by Veil cannot stand for at least this 
reason and should be withdrawn. 

Claims 1-20 ate rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Veil in view of Angelo et at, U.S. Patent No. 7,003,672 B2 

Claims 1 and 12 are the independent claims in the set of claims rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable over Veil in view of Angelo, Claims 1 
and 12 respectively each include an element relating to monitoring the software 
during runtime on the computer independently of the computer's processor and 
memory . 

The Action asserts that this element of claims 1 and 12 is disclosed at Fig. 
3, step 122 and "45-49" (sic) in Veil. Without further information, Applicant 
assumes that lines 45-49 of col. 6 are the lines intended to be cited by the Action. 
However, the referenced portion of the figure and the referenced text merely 
discloses a security co-processor, which is discussed above with reference to 
claim 21. To re-iterate, at col 2 9 lines 54-62, in Veil, a description of the alleged 
functionality of the security co-processor of Veil is provided, including 
"processing sensitive data," "mean for indicating a trust relationship," and for 
"executing an application utilizing sensitive data,' 4 generally. However nowhere 
in Veil is the security co-processor characterized as to monitoring the software 
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during runtime on the computer independently of the computer's processor and 
memory as in Applicant's claims 1 and 12. 

Veil therefore does not anticipate this element of claims 1 and 12 
respectively and as such this rejection of the claims cannot stand. 

Claims 2-11 and 13-20 each include the same element as discussed with 
reference to claim 1 and claim 12 above by dependence on claim 1 and claim 12 
respectively. By the same argument as made above for claims 1 and 12, the 
rejections of claims 2-1 1 and 13-20 as anticipated by Veil cannot stand for at 
least this reason and should be withdrawn* 

As argued above the rejections of claims 1-28 cannot stand and should be 
withdrawn, and thus all claims pending in the application, viz. claims 1-2S should 
be allowed, 
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The Examiner is welcome to contact the Attorney of Record, 
Sanjay S, Gadkari (Reg. No. 55,796) at 503-264-4348 to discuss any 
matters in connection with the case. The Commissioner is hereby 
authorized to charge any fees in connection with this communication to 
our Deposit Account No, 02-2666. 



Respectfully submitted, 

BLAKELY, SOKOLOFF, TAYLOR & ZAFMAN 
LLP 



12400 Wikhire Boulevard 
Seventh Floor 

Los Angeles, California 90025-1026 
(503) 439-8778 
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Date: March 27, 2007 



/Sanjay S. Gadkari/ 



Sanjay Gadkari 
Reg, No, 55,796 
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